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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 1/7/2008 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Regarding claim 1 , the applicant asserts that prior art Hermann does not 
disclose that an adjusting that an adjusting means adjust the Dvol on a higher priority 
than the Doffset. The examiner disagrees. Herman discloses "In one preferred 
embodiment of the invention, default gain values in the sound level calibration table can 
be modified according to user preference. Thus, an individual user can modify the target 
difference by which high priority messages are heard over the ambient noise level. This 
may be accomplished by allowing the user to reset one predetermined gain value at one 
particular ambient noise level and then adjusting the remainder of the sound level 
calibration table to maintain the new target difference. The user would initiate a 
customization routine within the audio system by selecting a special procedure from a 
menu using the system control panel, for example. During this special routine, the 
average ambient noise level is measured during an averaging window as shown by step 
40 in FIG. 6. After the average ambient noise level is determined, sample messages are 
played and the user sets a desired volume level for the sample messages in step 41 . In 
step 42, a new priority gain value is stored in the sound level calibration table 
corresponding to the measured ambient noise level. The other default gain values are 
adjusted in step 43 to provide corresponding modification in sound level." This reads on 
the priority language, column 3, lines 38-57. The examiner is maintaining the 
rejection. 
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2. Applicant's arguments, filed 1/7/2008, with respect to the 1 12 rejection and the 
claim objection of claim 5 have been fully considered and are persuasive. The 112 
rejection of claims 1-5 and the claim objection of claim 5 have been withdrawn. 

3. In response to applicant's argument that modifying Tonella to incorporate the 
features discussed in Herman would not result in the claim invention, the test for 
obviousness is not whether the features of a secondary reference may be bodily 
incorporated into the structure of the primary reference; nor is it that the claimed 
invention must be expressly suggested in any one or all of the references. Rather, the 
test is what the combined teachings of the references would have suggested to those of 
ordinary skill in the art. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). 

4. Claims 6-1 1 are withdrawn from consideration. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tonella (US 5,883,963) in view of Hermann (US 6,360,187). 

Regarding claim 1, Tonella discloses an electronic volume device remotely 
controlled by a remote controller (Figure 1), the electronic volume device comprising: 
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means for receiving an i-th common volume level Dcom[i] (i=1 to N) on a 
common scale of N steps (volume inputted with input 150, Figure 1; column 3, lines 5- 
9); 

means for converting received Dcom[i] into a j-th unique volume level Dvol[j] on a 
unique scale of M steps (M<N) (volume device,130; Figure 1;column 3, lines 27-30); 
and 

means for controlling an attenuation factor based on the Dvol[j], wherein the 
converting means includes (microprocessor 140, Figure 1;column 3, lines 40-64); 

means for storing an offset value Doff set between the Dcom[i] and the Dvol[j] 
(memory 145; column 4, lines 38-43) ; and 

means for adjusting at least one of the Dvol[j] and the Doffset such that the 
received Dcom[i] agrees with a sum of the Dvol[j] and the Doffset (microprocessor; 140; 
Figure 1; column 4, lines 56-65). 

Tonella fails to disclose wherein the adjusting means adjusts the Dvol[j] on a 
higher priority than the Doffset (microprocessor; 140; Figure 1). 

Hermann discloses adjusting a volume according to a higher priority ( column 3, 
lines 38-47). 

It would have been obvious to modify Tonella so that the volume is adjusted 
according to a higher priority as taught by Hermann so that the sound level can be 
adjusted according to a user's preference. 
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Regarding claim 3, Tonella as modified by Hermann discloses wherein when the 
common volume level Dcom[i] transmitted from the remote controller is a predetermined 
mute level, a present offset value Doffset is saved and the common volume level 
Dcom[j] is decreased to a predetermined level. (column 3, lines 4-1 1 discloses that the 
input unit 150 enables a user to switch a loudness effect on or off and off would read on 
mute and decreasing the volume level; column 4, lines 40-66) . 
1 1 . Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tonella 
(US 5,883,963) in view of Hermann (US 6,360,1 87) in further view of Turnbull et al. (US 
6,980,092). 

Regarding claim 2, Tonella as modified by Hermann discloses means for 
previously transmitting a sum of the unique volume level Dvol[j] and the offset value. 
Tonella as modified fails to disclose transmitting to the remote control. Turnbull 
discloses transmitting to a remote control (column 5, lines 15-19). It would have been 
obvious to modify Tonella as modified by Hermann to transmit to the remote so that the 
remote will have the most recent processed data. 

7. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tonella 
(US 5,883,963) in view of Hermann (US 6,360,187) in further view of Mayuzumi (US 
2002/0052182) . 

Regarding claim 5 Tonella as modified by Herman discloses a plurality of 
sources and that one of the sources could be a radio receiver (column 2, lines 41-45). 
Tonella as modified fails to disclose explicitly wireless transmission complying to a 
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Bluetooth standard. Wireless transmission according to Bluetooth standard is well 
known in the art as taught by Mayuzumi. Mayuzumi discloses radio communications 
with the remote controller complying with a Bluetooth standard (pag3, paragraph 0046). 
It would have been obvious to modify Mayuzumi so that radio communications with 
remote controller comply with a Bluetooth standard so that a plurality of devices can be 
easily interconnected and so that the user can have all mobile and fixed devices 
coordinated. 

Claim Objections 

8. Claim 4 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 



Conclusion 

5. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Devona E. Faulk whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7515. The examiner can normally be reached on 8 am - 5 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Vivian Chin can be reached on 571-272-7848. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Devona E. Faulk/ 
Art Unit 2615 
/Vivian Chin/ 



Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2615 



